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THE DEFINITION OF MAGIC. 
( I )  Magic is, at the present day, condemned by science, 

morality and religion. 
By science it is condemned as a means : magic simply does not 

do what it professes to do. 
By morality it is condemned just so far as its ends are morally 

wrong: whether it is an efficacious means to those ends is a 
question which does not concern morality; and if the ends are, as 
in a minority of cases (those designated sometimes as White Magic) 
they may be, morally inoffensive or even praiseworthy, no moral 
question arises as to the means; and magic then is not morally 
offensive, however silly it may be from the point of view of the 
intellect. 

By religion it is condemned as a means, so far, and only so far, 
as it has recourse to the aid of evil spirits, or so far as it is practised 
by those who have communications with them. Its ends also 
are condemned inasmuch as no permissible ends can be the real 
intention of evil spirits. 

( 2 )  But though magic is now condemned by science, morality 
and religion, it has in past times succeeded in allying itself with 
each of them. 

Medicine and alchemy or chemistry are sciences which have 
only comparatively recently disengaged themselves from magic. 

Witch-finding and exorcism are processes of a magical nature 
which the moral sense of the community practising them strongly 
approves of. 

Magic was incorporated, with the minimum of necessary change, 
into religion in Babylonia, Assyria, Egypt, and elsewhere. 

(3)  The connection of magic with science is explained by Dr. 
Frazer (History of the Kingship, p. 38) : I ‘  Magic is a spurious 
system of natural law as well as a fallacious guide of conduct, a 
false science as well as an abortive art.” I ‘  The views of natural 
causation embraced by the savage magician no doubt appear to us  
as manifestly false and absurd ; yet in their day they were legitimate 
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hypotheses, though they have not stood the test of experience” 
(p. g ~ ) .  “Regarded as a system of natural law, that is, as a 
statement of the rules which determine the sequence of events 
throughout the world, it (magic) may be called Theoretical Magic : 
regarded as a set of precepts which human beings observe in order 
to compass their ends, it may be called Practical Magic ” (p. 39). 
Magic, as a system of natural law, is based on two principles of 
thought, which in their day were legitimate hypotheses : “ first, 
that like produces like; and, second, that things which have once 
been in contact continue to act on each other even after the contact 
has been severed ” (p. 37). From this it seems to follow-though 
I am not sure whether Dr. Frazer would admit the consequence- 
that magic would not arise until the idea began to dawn on men 
that these two principles of thought were not legitimate hypotheses. 
So long as they were believed legitimate and regarded as a system 
of natural law, there was no magic in them: they were simply a 
statement of the rules which determine the sequence of events 
throughout the world. It was when suspicion-well-founded 
suspicion, as eventually appeared-began to fall upon them, that 
they began to be illegitimate, and-as illegitimate-magical. On 
this view, Dr. Frazer’s theory shows us the origin of magic by 
taking us back to a period when the belief in magic did not exist, 
and points out how, and out of what, it grew up, 

Further, on Dr. Frazer’s view, magic preceded religion: it 
was when and because magic did not act successfully, that man 
concluded there were powers which could not be constrained by 
magic and which therefore must be supplicated. The  belief in 
such powers was or became religion. 

Differing from Dr. Frazer, hlr. L. T. Hobhouse (Morals in 
Evolution, vol. ii. ch. I and 2 )  holds that magic is not prior to 
religion. Mr. Hobhouse considers that the categories (of substance 
and attribute, quality and relation, identity and difference) which 
for primitive thought are ‘ I  interwoven in wild confusion,” are 
eventually distinguishable and essentially distinct, even if primitiave 
man has not yet distinguished them. 

So too, assuming that magic and religion at  the outset are inter- 
woven in wild confusion, it follows that magic is not (as Dr. Frazer 
holds) prior to religion, and either that magic and reIigion are 
eventually distinguishable and essentially distinct, or that magic 
and religion are really to the end and in their essence, Indistin- 
guishable. In the latter case then, they are not interwoven by 
primitive man in wild confusion but are recognised by him for what 
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they are found (by civilised man) really to be, viz., essentially the 
Same thing. This view, which is contradictory to the assumption 
that magic and religion are things distinct from one another but 
confused together by primitive man, is consistent with and implied 
by the statement that “ magic and religion are not in their working 
fundamentally opposed ” (ii. p. 23). 

But whether magic and religion are essentially the same thing 
must (on this view) be settled by consideration ef them as they 
present themselves to the mind of civilised man. The fact (if it is 
a fact) that they present themselves to the mind of primitive man 
in wild confusion will not suffice to show that they are really 
indistinguishable, for to him other things also (substance and 
attribute, etc.) are wildly confused which to us are quite distin- 
guishable and essentially distinct. 

The assumption of an essential and fundamental distinction 
between magic and religion, which distinction is obscured from 
the view of primitive man by his wild confusion, is consistent with 
the view that the two ideas “ d o  not at once emerge into clear 
consciousness-the mind uses them long before it is clearly aware 
of them ” (Hobhouse, ii. 2 5 ) .  

The real question is whether magic and religion are things 
distinct and fundamentally opposed or not. We must answer that 
question one way or the other before we can decide whether primi- 
tive man was guilty of wild confusion of thought or not guilty. 

If there is a distinct and fundamental opposition, then it may 
b e  granted that it did not at once emerge into clear consciousness, 
a n d  that the mind felt the distinction dimly and obscurely long 
before it became clearly aware of the distinction. The early history 
of religion will then be concerned with tracing the way in which the 
confusion of primitive thought was dissipated. 

But if magic is religion and religion is magic, then primitive 
man saw or felt from the beginning the truth-a truth which, 
though seen by some modern thinkers, is considered by most to 
be no truth but a wild confusion. If primitive man, so far from 
being guilty of confusion of thought on this point, was right in 
feeling the identity of magic with religion, then the continued 
struggle of religion to assert a difference between magic and religion 
has been a movement of error, of retrogression, not of progress: 
the fundamental identity of magic and religion is a fact-and Dr. 
Frazer is wrong in maintaining that there is a fundamental opposi- 
tion between them. 
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(4) The connection of magic with religion seems, however, 
in some cases clearly to be that a relation of opposition exists 
between them. But magic and science, which also come to be 
opposed to one another, were not originally opposed or even dis- 
tinguished, if Dr. Frazer’s view be correct. It is therefore a 
possible conjecture that magic and religion, like magic and 
science, only come to be differentiated from one another in the 
course of their evolution from a common source. That is the view 
which seems to be held-or to be intimated-by MM. Hubert and 
Mauss (in L’ Annie Sociologique, vol. vii., “ Esquisse d’une 
th4orie g4n4rale de la Magie ”). The common source from which 
both magic and religion spring is the notion (to which Dr. 
Codrington first called the attention of students) which is designated 
by the Melanesian word mana-a word which, it seems, applies in 
Melanesia both to magic and to religious rites, to spirits both 
religious and magical. 

This conception introduces u s  at once to two facts which Dr. 
Frazer’s theory of magic tends to ignore. The first is the belief 
in spirits or demons; the next is that the magician is believed to 
have power to do magic, whether we call that power mana, with 
the Melanesians, or orenda with the Hurons, or whether we seek 
for its explanation elsewhere. The belief that some persons have 
the power to do magic-persons with the evil-eye, hunchbacks, 
one-eyed men, women, strangers, foreigners and enemies-is a 
belief which at certain stages of social evolution is shared by alf 
members of a society: it is not a freak of some one individual’s 
fancy, nor a belief which, though entertained by the ignorant 
majority, is seen by an enlightened few to be a spurious system of 
natural law. It is the 
collective belief of society as a whole, at a certain period of its 
growth, that certain persons have the power to do marvellous 
things-a power which is mysterious, and not the less so because 
it  is usually exercised in secret. Amongst the marvellous things 
which the magician can do, at times, is to command spirits: 
demonology to some extent, or in some of its aspects, undoubtedly 
comes within the province of magic. Demonology is of course 
quite distinguishable from mimetic and sympathetic magic ; but 
like them, in the opinion of MM. Hubert and Mauss, it has its 
root in the notion of mana, or power which may manifest itself 
as the power exercised by the magician, as the power appertaining 
to the rite, or as the power of spirits or demons. The mana power 
manifested in these three ways is rather differentiated than different 

It is a collective belief, a sociological fact. 



T H E  DEFINITION OF MAGIC IW 
from the mana which is manifested in religion. The differentiation 
of mana into magic and religion took place so early in the growth 
of society that MM. Hubert and M a u s  do not undertake to give 
us instances of i t ;  but it is, I presume, similar to the differentiation 
of magic and science, which in the case of medicine and alchemy 
was not completely effected until very late times. Finally MM. 
Hubert and Mauss admit that but few instances of the explicit 
belief in mana are known to us ;  but that, they say (p. I 16) “ought 
not to make us doubt that it has been universal.” Indeed they go 
so far as to say (p. I 18) ‘ I  we have a right to conclude that every- 
where there has existed a notion which includes that of magical 
power.” This conclusion is one, I should say, which yet requires 
proof. 

(5 )  The connection between magic and religion, which is 
treated by MM. Hubert and Mauss from the point of view of 
Sociology, has also recently been examined by Wundt from the 
p i n t  of view of Psychology, in vol. ii. part ii. of his V’b’lkerpsy- 
chologie. I will approach his theory’by making two references to 
MM. Hubert .bnd Mauss. First, Wundt takes primitive man’s 
conception of the soul as the starting point for his theory of magic; 
while they, on the other hand, consider the potion of spiritual force 
as anterior, in magic at least, to the notion of soul (p. 106). 
This would seem to imply-but I may be wrong-that a belief in 
magic, in the spiritual force or mana of the magician himself, of 
the rites of mimetic and sympathetic magic, and of spirits or 
demons, is anterior to the notion of soul. If this interpretation of 
MM. Hubert and Mauss is correct, then the F r e n d  view and the 
German view are diametrically opposed, and we have to choose 
between them. On the one view the notion of soul is absolutely 
essential to the origin of the belief in magic; on the other it is 
essentially irrelevant, for the belief in magic (and in spirits or 
demons) is anterior to the notion of soul. The other reference I 
have to make to MM, Hubert and Mauss indicates an important 
point of agreement between them and the great German psycholo- 
gist : the magician’s belief in his own powers is, MM. Hubert and 
Mauss say, the reflex ” of the community’s belief (p. 96). That 
is to say, first, the community believes that magic and marvels are 
done ; next, that they are done by someone ; then that the someone 
is this or that person ; and finally this or that person himself believes 
that he had and has the power of doing the thing. 

Wundt’s theory calls upon us at the start (p. 180, n. I )  to reject 
Dr. Frazer’s view of magic. Dr. Frazer attributes to primitive 
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man a theory of causation (that like produces like, that things 
originally connected act on each other even when no longer in 
contact): magic is based upon “the views of natural causation 
embraced by the savage magician.’’ But if primitive man has no 
theory of natural causation and no conception of cause in our sense 
of the word, D;. Frazer’s view of magic collapses: it proceeds 
upon an inversion of the actual, historical, order of the facts. 
Primitive man, in fact, Wundt says, has no notion of natural 
causation. For him events are familiar or surprising, ordinary or 
extraordinary, normal or abnormal, expected or unexpected, natural 
or unnatural, and therefore comprehensible or incomprehensible. 
Natural, ordinary, common-place events excite no surprise, and do 
not stimulate thought or attention : they call for no explanation, 
and are accepted, without any theorising, just as they happen. I t  
is the surprising, unexpected occurrences which attract attention 
and demand to be accounted for. Now, primitive man has only 
one way of accounting for things : if something happens, somebody 
did it. This remarkable thing 
therefore which has happened was done by some man. What is 
further remarkable about it is that, whereas in the ordinary course 
of things a man is seen to do what he does do, in this instance 
nobody was seen to do it. The man who did it was therefore 
keeping out of the way and was at a distance. How he did it is 
mysterious, and the thing itself is disquieting and alarming. What 
is certain-on a priori grounds-is that somebody did it : therefore 
he had the power to do it, and he did it mysteriouslyj from a 
distance. An event thus brought about is a marvel: so long as 
it is supposed to be brought about by a man, it is a piece of magic; 
when it is ascribed (as, according to Wundt, in later, but not in 
primitive times, it is ascribed) to a god, it is a miracle. 

It is therefore the marvellous and mysterious things, sudden 
changes of fortune, especially illness and death, which are ascribed 
originally to the will and the power of some man at a distance; and 
in later times to the will and power of a god. 

The practical question which was raised by ascribing the marvel 
to some man was, W h o  is the man? And Wundt’s position is 
that a man with the evil eye is looked upon with the fear which is 
quite enough to suggest, He is the man.1 The soul issues in the 

* In this Wundt had been anticipated by Morris Jastrow (Reliqioa of Babylonia 
and Asq!&a) who says: “this belief niay have originated in the abnormal appearance 
presented by certain individuals in consequence of physical deformities . . . The 
uncann impression made by dwarfs. persons with a strange look in their eyes, and, 
above ag, the insltne, would give rise to the view that some people possessed peculiar 
powers. 

Man has the power to do things. 
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glance from the eye, and acts directly on the soul of the person on 
whom the glance alights. That is an instance of the direct or 
immediate action of soul upon soul which is, according to Wundt, 
the primary form of magic. In the secondary form of magic the 
action of soul upon soul tends to disappear from view, leaving only 
the wholly vague idea of mysterious action from a distance. This 
idea, however, is reached only by degrees ; and we may recognise 
in indirect magic two such stages leading up  to it. The  first, 
Wundt terms symbolic magic, for its essence is symbolism. An 
enemy is symbolised by something which may, but need not be, 
an image of him. The symbol, like the person symbolised, is 
body and soul. The association of the ideas of the symbol and the 
symbolised is so close that what is done to the symbol is irresistibly 
believed to be done to the person symbolised. The action then 
is no longer direct : it acts through the symbol. I t  is also active 
from a distance. And it is even more marvellous than such direct 
action as that of the evil eye. The second stage of indirect magic 
is reached when the agent no longer knows that the action (say of 
tying a tree or other object) symbolises anything, but believes that 
somehow (how exactly, is the marvel) the desired effect is produced. 
The  meaning of the symbol has disappeared, yanished, from 
memory. The idea that the tree is supposed to be your enemy, 
body and soul, is no longer present : the action of soul on soul is 
no longer part of the idea, and is no longer symbolised. What 
remains is termed by Wundt purely “ magischer Zauber ” : action 
from a distance in an incomprehensible way. 

The origin, then, of the belief in magic, according to Wundt, 
is to be found in primitive man’s a p ~ i o r i  assumption that man 
alone does things, that he alone has the power to do things. An 
event sufficiently striking to arrest attention is accounted for by the 
satisfactory explanation that somebody did it-unseen, at a distance 
and mysteriously or marvellously. The power thus to work 
marvels then differs from the mana which MM. Hubert and Mauss 
invoke, because mana resides according to them in spirits or 
demons and in the magical rites, from the beginning, as well as in 
man; whereas the power on which Wundt relies is that supposed 
to reside in the human will, that is, in the human soul, alone. 

The  question suggests itself: did primitive man believe that 
man done  does things? Did he not believe that animals and 
inanimate objects also do things, marvellous things ? Wundt’s 
position seems to be that in course of time man came to believe 
that animals and inanimate objects do things, and marvellous 

, 
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things ; but that he began first with the first fact in this line known 
to him, viz., that man does things. Is it the first fact however? 
May not the first fact man realised have been that things are done 
to him? He is object as soon as  he is subject; it may even be 
argued that the child suffers, and knows it, before he acts con- 
sciously or self-consciously. 

Even if we might assume that in primitive man’s eyes from the 
beginning animals and inanimate objects (as we regard them) did 
wonderful things, the question would arise, however, whether we 
should properly class them as magical : is it not of the essence of 
the idea of magic that it is something done by a man ? that magic 
is impossible without a magician ? If so, then we have a note or 
a mark whereby to distinguish one class of marvels from other 
classes with which primitive man is acquainted. .Ghosts, for 
instance, are marvellous and alarming, but they are not magical 
when they come of their own free will and for their own ends, 
though there may be magic in the power which enables the witch 
to raise them for her own purposes. The same may be said of 
storms and the spirits of the storm, etc. 

It may, therefore, be that from the beginning marvels were 
worked by animals and inanimate objects and not by man alone; 
and that the marvels ascribed to the action of some man working 
in secret from a distance were alone what we term magic. 

The relation of magic to morality then becomes a question 
which admits of discussion, if by magic we understand marvels 
wrought by a man for his private ends. First, this definition of 
magic allows u s  to understand the fact that, though not all magic is 
necessarily the subject of moral condemnation or of the disapproval 
of public opinion, still in most cases public opinion does condemn 
it. Sickness and death are the things which are generally first and 
most usually ascribed to the operation of magic : and the man who 
causes them naturally does so for his own ends, and so is marked 
off for general condemnation as well as for general fear. Next, 
though the man who works magic does it primarily for his own 
ends, inasmuch as he has the power to do marvels he may be 
induced to do them for the public benefit. If he does, and so far 
as he does so, he enjoys public approval and occupies a public 
office: he may make rain or secure food or do other desirable 
things; and the rites employed for such purposes may pass, in 
course of time, definitely over to religion. There they may be 
continued as rites which when performed in the traditional way 
are effective in themselves and do not postulate any magical or 

(6) 
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special power in the person performing them beyond his official 
power as priest : his power is no longer personal but ex oficio,  
and thus it differs from that of the man who is a magician, that is 
to say, who has a power personal to himself which ordinary people 
have not. I t  differs also in the fact that it can only act for the 
public good and cannot be used for personal ends. The power is 
taken u p  by the community in its religious character or function, 
and so is deprived of its anti-social and anti-religious quality. 
Eventually, the rite for making rain may unite with prayer for 
rain : indeed it does so amongst very undeveloped peoples. And 
eventually the rite may be dropped and the prayer alone remain. 

But, though morality may, on its own terms, tolerate the 
employment of magic, n o  one has ever suggested that magic is 
the source of morality; and it seems equally improbable to sup- 
pose that magic is the source of religion because religion has 
admitted rites which, on admission, have been deprived of their 
anti-social character, and eventually have been robbed of their 
original meaning by the development of the mental attitude of 
prayer. Indeed, neither the English, French, or German theories 
of magic, which have been discussed above, take magic to be the 
source of religion, even if magic developes sooner and more 
rapidly than religion. 

There is then an agreement of opinion that-in the words 
of Dr. Frazer in his preface (p. xvi.) to the second edition of the 
Golden Bough-there is “ a fundamental distinction and even 
opposition of principle between magic and religion.” The next 
point on which an agreement between experts is required is 
whether there is or is not a fundamental distinction and even 
opposition of principle between magic and science. Dr. Frazer 
sometimes expresses himself in a way which may be interpreted, 
or misinterpreted, to mean that magic and science both go back 
to one principle-that of universal causation-and are only slowly 
and painfully disentangled and dissociated from one another. 
But, nevertheless, the general trend of his line of thought makes 
it clear, I think, that he really believes there is a fundamental 
distinction and opposition of principle between magic and science. 
In  either case, however, what is the fundamental distinction 3 It  
lies in this, that the worker of magic is believed to work his magic 
because he has a mysterious, incomprehensible power to do so. 
The  relation of magic to science and to religion is that magic 
undertakes to do the work of both, and to do it by mysterious 
means superior to those at the command of either. The quality 

(7) 
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essential to the magician is the belief that he has the power to do 
wonders-a belief that must be entertained both by the magician 
and his clientkle. 

The  magician may pose as a physician or as a chemist or 
alchemist; and may claim to have secret and wonderful processes 
which are akin to science but are of a superior kind because they 
produce superior results. But in due, if slow, course of time, he 
and his mysteries are ejected from science, whose canon is that a 
scientific experiment can always be repeated when the necessary 
conditions are fulfilled, and that the personal qualities of the person 
performing the experiment are no part, say, of the chemical 
equation. 

In  religion also thaumaturgic powers are claimed by or on 
behalf of persons who are supposed to have received power to do 
marvels. I t  may be held that religion must eventually discard 
miracles as science has purged itself of magic. Whether this be 
so or not, however, we must not allow ourselves to forget the 
fundamental difference between the marvels of magic and the 
miracles of religion, viz., that the magician works his wonders in 
virtue of a mysterious power personal to himself, whereas the man 
of God is believed to do miracles in virtue of divine power bestowed 
upon him. 

One aspect of magic, in regard to which there is agreement 
between Wundt  and MM. Hubert and Mauss (who here follow 
Codrington’s view) is that the magician has power to do wonders, 
and does them in virtue of the power he possesses. Dr. Frazer, 
on the other hand, though he admits the power, does not formally 
place it in the forefront of his explanation of magic. But if there 
is to be a real and explicit agreement between students as to the 
nature of magic, it is much to be desired that Dr. Frazer should 
consider whether there is any insuperable difficulty, from his point 
of view, in assenting to the proposition that a magician to be a 
magician must possess this personal power. 

A second aspect of magic, on which there must be agreement, 
if we are to have an accepted theory of magic, is that magic is the 
power to do extraordinary and marvellous things. Dr. Frazer’s 
position is that magic is a system of natural law, spurious, indeed, 
but nevertheless a system of natural law ; whereas other investi- 
gators seem agreed that magic is the power to do unusual and 
abnormal things. Now, the fact seems to be that magic constantly 
seeks to effect, and frequently succeeds in effecting, an alliance with 
science and religion, but is finally rejected as spurious by both. 
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If, therefore, Dr. Frazer would allow us, when he defines magic as 
“ a spurious system of natural law,” to understand that he 
emphasizes the word “ spurious ” in such a way that magic is 
“ a false science ” in the sense that, being false and spurious, 
it is not science at all ; then it may turn out that a general agree- 
ment even on this point is not impossible. T h e  avowed object of 
the magician, we might then agree, is not to bring about natural 
things in the natural way, but to bring about non-natural things 
in a way and by virtue of a power personal to himself. 

W e  might then, by general agreement, perhaps go even farther 
and say that this power produces results which, being abnormal 
and marvellous, are not so much non-natural as supernatural : it 
is the power--as Dr. Codrington says of the Melanesian mufiu-- 
which is called in to account for “ everything which is beyond the 
power of ordinary men, outside the common processes of nature.’’ 
But Dr. Codrington goes further and says, “ it is the belief in this 
supernatural power and in the efficacy of the various means by 
which spirits and ghosts can be induced to exercise it for the 
benefit of men that is the foundation of the rites and practices 
which can be called religious; and it is from the same belief that 
everything which may be called magic and witchcraft draws its 
origin.” If these words of Dr. Codrington’s are understood to 
imply that magic and religion have a common source, are differ- 
entiated from one and the same belief, then we must point out 
that such interpretation of them is exposed to the same difficulties 
and objections as is the view that magic and science are derived 
from a common source-differentiated from one and the same 
belief. Magic poses, and is often accepted, as a superior way of 
doing what science or religion does; but eventually it is rejected 
as being, and as having always been, fundamentally unscientific 
or  irreligious. As Dr. Frazer says, there is “ a fundamental 
distinction and even opposition of principle between magic and 
religion ”; and, though Wundt’s Volkerfsychologie is not yet 
completed, I think it would be safe to say that he inclines to the 
same view. And I would suggest, as a point for consideration, 
whether agreement is not more likely to be reached, and fruitful 
results more likely to be attained, if we recognise a fundamental 
distinction on the one hand between magic and science and on 
the other between magic and religion. 

W e  may next note that Wundt’s theory of Animism differs 
from the now classical view of Professor Tylor, in that according 
to Wundt man first believes he had a soul himself, and only after- 

(9) 
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wards came to inject, as it were, souls into things. Wundt's 
magic-& direct magic, that is the action of soul on soul-- 
belongs to what he considers the first and most primitive period 
of animism. 

MM. Hubert and Mauss, on the other hand, assume that, at 
the beginning, all things were believed to be animate; and they 
place the discovery of man's soul later than the belief in magic. 
Thus they differ principially from Wundt : according to their view, 
direct magic, the action of soul on soul, could not be the earliest 
form of the belief in magic. 

Now, magic deals with extraordinary events; and is the 
assumption that somebody did them. According to Wundt, that 
somebody, in the first instance, must have been a living man, 
(living, I think), and cannot, in the first instance, have been an 
animated thing. This view of Wundt's, however, seems to be 
open to some doubt. Let us, therefore, at present regard it as 
quite legitimate to hold that, from the first, objects (inanimate 
for us, but living beings for early man) could be the doers of 
extraordinary things, could be invoked as a possible explanation 
of extraordinary things, when they happened. Does it follow 
that the action of objects presented itself as identical in its way of 
operation with the action of human beings? Did a ghost or a 
rock when it acted require magic to enable it to act, as  a man does 
when he causes the illness or death of a foe? The  probability, I 
suggest, is that ghosts and spirits do extraordinary things because 
" it is their nature to "-they are there for no other reason than to 
do (or to account for) extraordinary things. But ordinary men do 
ordinary things: only magicians (and then only on exceptional 
occasions) do exceptional things. 

This line of thought tends to the conclusion that it is misleading 
to group the power of magicians along with that of ghosts or 
spirits; and that MM. Hubert and Mauss are on a false scent when 
pursuing maiza to this extent. On the other hand, Wundt would 
seem to assume &her than to prove that belief in the power of the 
magician originated much earlier than belief in the power, or even 
the existence, of spirits. 

Still the fact remains that men, ghosts and spirits are all persons 
or  (more vaguely) personalities; and that all possess their power 
simply and solely because they are personalities-or rather they 
are personalities because power is attributed to them ; and power 
is attributed to them because effects are ascribed to them. The 
argument in all cases is : this extraordinary thing has been done : 
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who did i t?  The answer may be “ this rock, that ghost, some 
unknowr. man.” But, whereas no further explanation is required, 
if the answer be ‘ I  this rock or that ghost ” (for all objects, regarded 
as personalities, and all ghosts can do extraordinary things) ; if the 
answer be, I ‘  some unbnown-or yonder known-man,” then 
further explanation is needed, and is found in the fact that the man 
who can do extraordinary things is an extraordinary man. But 
the ghost or spirit who can do extraordinary things is not an extra- 
ordinary ghost : all ghosts and spirits do marvels-that is what 
they are there for. A man is a magician who does what ordinary 
men cannot. Hence the very same marvel, when done by a man 
is magic; when done by a spirit or ghost, is not. The question 
then arises whether we are to believe with Wundt that, at the first, 
marvels were ascribed only to magicians ; and that only later were 
spirits allowed to do, or invoked to account for, wonders. Should 
we not rather hold with MM. Hubert and Mauss that marvels were 
put down to the action of ghosts and spirits quite as early as they 
were to the action of magicians? But though we go so far with 
MM. Hubert and Mauss, need we gowith them further and consider 
that ghosts and spirits originally did srpernatural things only by 
means of magic, or that magicians originally did their marvels by 
means of something that was not magic? I trust this will not be 
regarded as an unfair way of stating their view of manu. The only 
alternative to it that I can see IS to say that, from the beginning, 
ghosts, in order to do their marvels, had no need of magic, whereas 
man could never work wonders without it. In fine I would suggest 
that the genius of Wundt has in principle solved the problem of 
magic by demonstrating that magic is not a later or derived form 
of some previous conception, whether that of mana or that of 
universal causation, but dates from the earliest time at which man, 
when astonished or alarmed (say at the illness and death of mother 
or father) put to himself, or others, the question, W h o  did i t ?  
The answer to that question may carry with it magic, as it does if 
the answer be ‘ I  some man, working at a distance and in mystery ” ; 
or, if it be that Apollo or Artemis has done this thing, the answer 
is religious. I t  is unreasonable to say that because the question is 
the same there can be no real difference in the answers: even 
though both answers be wrong, they may be different. 

F. B. JEVONS. 


